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Remarks 

This amendment is supplemental to the amendment filed June 11, 2007 and simply 
adds two new claims, claims 37 and 38. No new matter has been added. 

In new claim 37 the medicament compound is recited as one which "exerts 
similarly specific inhibition of Hedgehog/Smoothened signaling as cyclopamine." Extensive 
support is found in the specification for claim 37. Specification shows the molecular structure of 
cyclopamine and indicates that it inhibits Hedgehog/Smoothened (Hh/Smo) signaling (page 2 to 
page 3, line 4; page 3, lines 1 1-13; see also the publications cited on page 3, lines 4-6 describing 
that cyclopamine specifically blocks said signaling). This well-known biological effect of 
cyclopamine is disclosed clearly. The specification describes that Hh/Smo signaling is used for 
inhibition of differentiation and for inhibition of apoptosis of tumor cells in Basal Cell Carcinoma 
(BCC) as well as in non-BCC tumors and presents examples (see e.g. page 3, lines 24-28; page 4, 
lines 12-17; page 15, lines 19-24; page 16, line 22 to page 17, line 1 1; page 19, lines 6-10; page 
19, lines 27-29). It is taught in aforementioned passages and elsewhere in specification that the 
described and exemplified method of treatment can be used on all such tumors to cause selective 
and efficient differentiation and apoptosis of tumor cells to obtain decrease of size or 
disappearance of tumor. A compound that can be synthesized to exert similar biological effects as 
cyclopamine is explicitly taught to be usable in the described method of treatment in place of 
cyclopamine is explicitly taught to be usable in the described method of treatment in place of 
cyclopamine (see e.g. page 10, lines 8-10; page 10, lines 22-26). Thus, it is clear to a person 
skilled in the art that a compound that can specifically inhibit Hh/Smo signaling and that is 
pharmaceutical^ acceptable is suited for use in the described method. Claim 37 is seen to present 
essentially the same issue of patentability as for claim 33, which has been extensively dealt in prior 
submissions. Claim 38, except for its dependency on claim 37, is identical to claim 2. 

New claims 37 and 38 are seen to be patentable over the prior art of record at least 
for at least the reasons previously articulated for claims 33 and 2. 
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